
STATE OF WISCONSIN 

~~~~~~ 

BEFORE THE ACCOUNTING EXAMINING BOARD 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
FOR RENEWAL OF LICENSE TO 
PRACTICE AS A CERTIFIED PUBLIC 
ACCOUNTANT OF 

DENNIS L. FARR. 
APPLICANT. 

FINAL DECISION 
AND ORDER 

LS960828 IACC 

________________________________________------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

The State of Wisconsin, Accountmg Exammmg Board, havmg consldered the above- 
captioned matter and havmg revlewed the record and the Proposed Decision ofthe 
Admmistrative Law Judge, makes the followmg: 

NOW, THEREFORE, It 1s hereby ordered that the Proposed Decision annexed hereto, 
filed by the Admmlstratlve Law Judge, shall be and hereby 1s made and ordered the Final 
Decision of the State of Wisconsin, Accountmg Examming Board 

The nghts of a party aggrieved by this Decision to petition tM department for rehearing 
and the petition for judicial review are set forth on the attached “Notice of Appeal Information.” 

Dated this m dayof /Y1&Y -1998. 

L I- wq4.p. 
A Member of the Board 
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SUMMARY 

Demns Farr holds both a certificate as a Certtfied Pubhc Accountant (a credential which 
is permanent unless revoked), and a license to practtce as a Certtfied Public Accountant (a 
credential which must be renewed biennially). In 1995, Mr. Farr was convicted of four 
crimes: two felony counts of Threats of Injure or Accuse of Crime (with sentencing 
enhanced because of his Use of a Dangerous Weapon), one felony count of Communicating 
with Jurors, and one felony count of Bail Jumping. The former ~0 convictions were based 
on jury verdicts; the two latter convictions were based on Alford pleas. Following the 
convictions, the Accounting Examining Board denied Mr. Farr’s appiication to renew his 
license, and Mr. Farr requested a hearing on the denial. The board also initiated a 
disctplinary proceeding agamst him. The license denial case and the disctplinary case were 
consolidated for hearmg, though separate proposed dectsions are being tiled. 

The board’s dental was based on Mr. Fat-r’s convicttons. However, because the first 
two convictions are not substantially related to the practice of accounting, and the second 
two were based on Alford pleas, a denial on that basis must be reversed. 

PARTIES 

The parties in this matter under section 227.44 of the Statutes and section RL 2.037 of the 
Wisconsin Admimstrattve Code, and for purposes of review under sec. 227.53, Stats. are: 

Applicant: 
Dennis L. Farr 
#300752 
Oak Hill Correcttonal Facility 
P.O. Box 938 
Oregon, WI 53575-0938 
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Compiamant: 
Dlv~slon of Enforcement 
Department of Regulation and Llcensmg 
Machson, WI 53708-8935 

Credennaling Authonty: 
.kcountmg Exammmg Board 
1400 East Washmgton Ave. 
Madison, WI 53703 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The lengthy procedural history of this case is contained in an appendix to the proposed 
declslon m the related case entltled “In the Matter of Disctplinary Proceedmgs Agamst 
Denms L. Far?, case no. LS-9607161-ACC, and It 1s hereby incorporated as part ofthis 
proposed decision by reference. 

APPLICABLE RULE AND STATUTES 

Re: Demal of Applicatron for Renewal 

. 

440.08 Credential renewal. (4) Demai of credential renewal. (a) Generally If the exammmg 
board determmes that. ., the demal of an application for renewal of a credential 1s necessary to 
protect the pubhc health, safety or welfare. the _.. exammmg board may summanly deny the 
apphcatmn for renewal ,. 

Re: Wisconsm Fair Employment Act 

111.321 Prohibited bases of discrimination. SubJect to ss. 111.33 to 111.36. no employer, labor 
organzanon, employment agency, hcensmg agency or other person may engage m any act of 
employment dlscnmmatmn as specified m s. 111.322 agamst any mdivldual on the basis of 
convlctlon record . 

111.322 Discriminatory actions prohibited. Subject to ss. 111.33 to 111.36, It 1s an act of 
employment discnmmatmn to do any of the foilowmg: 
(1) To refuse to hire, employ, admit or hcense any individual because of any basis enumerated in 
s. 111.321. 

111.325 Unlawful to discriminate. It 1s unlawful for any employer, labor orgamzatmn, hcensmg 
agency or person to dlscnmmate agamst any employe or any applicant for employment or iicensmg. 
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111.335 Arrest or conviction record: exceptions and special cases. (1) (c) Nohwthstandmg S. 
I1 1.322. It IS not employment d~scnmmatton because ofconwcnon record to refuse to employ or 
h~nse. or to bar or tern-mate from employment or hcensmg, any mdwldual who, 

I Has been conwcted of any felony, mtsdemeanor or other offense the circumstances of which 
substanttally relate to the clrcumsrances of the partlcuiar Job or hcensed acttwty; 

Re: Crtmmal Cortvtcttons 

943.30 Threats to injure or accuse of crime. 
(1) Whoever threatens or commtts any m~ury to the person of another, wtth Intent to compel 

the person so threatened to do any act agamst the person’s ~111 or ormt to do any lawful act. IS gutlty 
of a Class D felony. 

939.63 Penalties: use of a dangerous weapon. (1) (a) If a person comtmts a cnme whde 
possessmg, usmg or threatenmg to use a dangerous weapon. the maxtmum term of nnpnsonment 
prescribed by law for that cnme may be Increased as follows: 

3. If the maxmum term of n-npnsontnent for a felony IS more than 2 years. but not more than 5 
years, the maxm~um term of tmpnsonment for the felony may be Increased by not more than 4 
years. * . 

946.64 Communicating with jurors. Whoever, wtth Intent to Influence any person, summoned or 
servmg as a Juror. m relation to any matter whxh IS before that person’or which may be brought 
before that person. cotntnun~cates wtth him or her otherwse than in the regular course of 
proceedmgs m the hlal or bearmg of that matter IS gwlty of a Class E felony. 

946.49 Bail jumping. (1) Whoever, havmg been released from custody under ch. 969, mtenttonally 
fails to comply wtth the terms of hts or her bond IS: 

. 
@) If the offense wth whxb the person IS charged IS a felony, gtnlty of a Class D felony 

939.50 Classification of felonies. 
. . . 
(3) Penalttes for felontes are as follows: 
. . . 
(c) For a Class C felony, a fine not to exceed $10,000 or nnprisonment not to exceed 10 years, or 
both. 
(d) For a Class D felony, a fine not to exceed $10,000 or unpnsonment not to exceed 5 years, or 
both. 
(e) For a Class E felony, a fine not to exceed $10,000 or nnpnsonment not to exceed 2 years, or 
both. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The respondent. Denms L Farr. 1s a Certified Pubhc Accountant hcensed m the state of 
Wisconsin, under license number 5424. 

2. On June 27, 1995, followlng a~ury trial, Mr Farr was conwcted of two felony counts of Threats 
of Injure or Accuse of Crime. the sentencmg provtstons of whtch were mcreased by findings of his 
Use of a Dangerous Weapon m the commtsston of the offenses. 

3. On September 15, 1995, followmg his “Alford” pleas, Mr. Fat-r was convicted of one felony 
count of Communtcatmg wtth Jurors and one felony count of Bat1 Jumping. 

4. AS of May 12, 1997, the last heanng date in these matters, iMr. Farr was appealing his crimmal 
convictions. 

5. Mr. Farr’s applicatton for renewal of his license was due on January 1, 1996 

6. Mr. Fan’s applicatton for renewal of his license was received by the Department of Regulation 
and Licensing on January 2, 1996. 

7. Mr. Fatr’s applicatton for renewal of his license was received by the Accounting Examming 
Board on May 2,1996. I+ 

8. On June 25, 1996 the Accounting Examming Board denied Mr. Farr’s application for renewal of 
his license on the basis of his criminal convictions. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

I. The Accounting Exammmg Board is the legal authority responsible for issuing and controlling 
credentials for Certified Public Accountants, under ch. 442, Stats. The Accounting Examining 
Board has personal jurisdiction over Dennis L. Farr, based on his holding a credential issued by the 
board and based on his recetving notice of the action. 

II. The Accounting Examimng Board has jurisdiction over the subject-matter of a review ofme 
denial of a license renewal application, under sets. 440.08(4), 227.01(3)(b) and 227.42, Stats., and 
sets. RL 2.02 and RL 2.15, Wis. Admin. Code. 

III. Mr. Farr’s convictions in Findings of Fact 2 may not be used as a basis of a decision to deny his 
application for renewal, as they are not substantially related to the practice of accounting. 

IV. Because they are based on Alford pleas, Mr. Fan’s convictions in Findings of Fact 3 above do 
not constitute legally adequate proof that Mr. Farr presents a danger to the public health, safety or 
welfare. 

000151 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that the board’s demal of&. Farr~s applicatton for bienmai renewal of his 
license to practtce as a Certified Pubhc Accountant ts reversed. and his apphcatton 1s 

gramed. effective January 1, 1996. 

OPINION 

A heanng was held on March 18th and May 12, 1997 to address two separate but related 
matters which had been consolidated for hearing: a disciplinary proceeding and a license renewal 
denial hearmg, both of which were conducted under the authority of ch. 227, Stats., and ch. RL 2, 
Wis. Admin. Code.1 

In this hcense denial actton, the Accountmg Examming Board demed Mr. Farr’s applicatton 
for renewal of his hcense to practice as a Certified Public Accountant as being necessary under sec. 
440.08, Stats., to protect the public health. safety or welfare, and Mr. Farr requested a hearing on 
that denial. The burden of proof in a license denial revtew hearing is not specified m the statutes or 
rules, nor is it even clear upon which party the burden falls; however. based on the interests 
involved and the case’s status as a class 2 hearing, the burden ofproof should be placed on the same 
party as in a class 2 disctplinary hearing, i.e. the Division of Enforcement, and it should be at the 
same level, i.e. a preponderance of the evidence.* .” 

AS a preliminary matter, Mr. Far-r raised an objection at the hearing to the board’s jurisdiction 
to deny his application for renewal based on sec. Accy 4.03, Wis. Admm. Code, which reads as 
follows: 

ACCY 4.03 Individual registration of sole proprietor. A sole proprietor practicing in his 
or her own name shall register as an mdividual. One so registered may also register as a firm. 
An application for registratton shall be granted or denied withm 30 business days after receipt 
of a completed application. 

Mr. Farr’s application was received by the Department of Regulation and Licensing on January 2, 
1996, it was received by the Accounting Examining Board on May 2, 1996, and the Accounting 
Examming Board denied the application on June 25,1996, which was more than 30 days after Its 
receipt. Mr. Farr argues that the word “shall” in the rule requires to board to act within 30 days, and 

* License dental hearings are generally class 1 hearmgs handled under ch. RL 1, WIS. Adnun. Code, 
but a license renewal denial hearing based on an alleged violanon of law is a class 2 heartng. See sec. 
227.01(3)(b), Stats, set lU. 1.01, Wis. Admtn. Code, and sec. RL 2.02, WIS. Admm. Code. Class 2 
hearings are more formal than class 1 heanngs and involve less deference to the agency’s orGina 
decision to deny. 

2 The “preponderance of the evidence” standard for disctplmary actions is set forth m sec. 440.20(3), 
Stats. The adequacy of this standard is discussed in 75 Atty. Gen. 76, where emphasis IS placed on 
the due process guarantees provided to the licensee by the contested case hearing procedure ofch. 
227, Stats. 
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that of it falls to act. the board loses Junsdtction to deny the applicatton. The rule does not say that, 
and an equally-persuastve argument could be made that after 30 days the board loses junsdtction to 
gram the apphcatton. However. the remedy for a L toiatton of the rule by the board IS found 
e!sewhere m the statutes: tt ts not a loss of]unsdtctlon. but a requtrement that the board report the 
failure to act tn a ttmely fashton to the permtt mfotmatton center (now the Busmess Development 
Asststance Center,. under sec. 227.116 (5), Stats. In fact. that sectton spectftcally states that the 
report of a failure to act wtthin the ttme penod shall be made “upon completion of the revtew and 
determmatton for that apphcatton”, which refutes any argument that Junsdiction IS lost. 

The reasons for the board’s demal of Mr. Fat-r’s applicatton for renewal of his license were 
stated m the Nottce of Dental: 

Pursuant to sec. 440.08(4), Stats., the Accountmg Exammmg Board may deny an apphcatton for 
renewal of a hcense If n IS necessary to protect the pubhc health. safety or welfare. The board 
beheves that protectton of the pubhc requtres that Mr. Fat-r’s renewal apphcatton be demed. 

Informanon provtded to the board mdxates that Mr. Farr was convected of the felony of threatening 
to mmre another by use of a dangerous weapon [§§ 943,30(l); 939.63. Stats.]. On September 13, 
1995, Mr. Farr was accordmgly sentenced to SIX years m pnson. Mr. Farr also stands convtcted of 
ball-Jumpmg and commumcatmg wtthntrors. The crimes for whtch Mr. Farr has been convtcted 
are substanttally related to the practtce of a certtfied pubhc accountant. wtthm the meanmg of City of 
Milwaukee 11 LIRC, 139 WIS. 2d 805 (I 987), and demonstrate a lack of the essenttal trttstwotthiness 
and mtegnty requtred of a certttied public accountant. , 

It is also recogmzed that Mr. Farr has hvtce been disctphned by thts board for unprofessional conduct. 
He was suspended from practtce for 60 days m 1983, and repnmanded in 1986. Although several 
years has [SIC] passed since the tmposttton of dtsctphne against Mr. Farr, they need not be totally 
disregarded m the context of hts recent cnmmal convtcttons. 

A hcense to practtce as a certttied pubhc accountant m thts state ts a representatton to the pubhc by 
the board that the hcensee IS competent and may be trusted to provtde servtces consistent wtth the 
public’s health. safety and welfare. Cf., Sfngenz Y. Deparfment of Reghfion and Licenszng, 103 
Wis. 2d 281. 287 (1981). That representatton cannot be made to the pubhc m this case. The renewal 
apphcatton of Mr. Farr must be demed. 

A slightly different phrasing was included in the notice for the license renewal denial hearing, 
which stated that 

the Accounnng Exammmg Board demed the apphcant’s applicatton for a hcense to practtce as a 
Cerhtied Pubhc Accountant based upon the apphcant’s professtonal and cnmmal record, which 
included, mter aha, convtcttons for threatemng to mJure another by use of a dangerous weapon, bail 
jumpmg and commumcahng wtthntrors. 

Mr. Farr repeatedly sought to attack the validity of his convictions, but it was 
established pursuant to preheating motions that his convictions are unalterable facts for the 



purposes of this proceedmg j Certtticates of conviction mcorporated m to the disctplinary 
complaint show the followmu: 

l Followmg pleas of Got Guilty and a jury trial. M r. Farr was convicted on June 27, 
1995, of two counts of “Threats to InJure or Accuse of Crime”. contrary to sec. 
943.30(l), Stats.. (one class D felony and one class C [SIC] felony), the sentencing 
provtsions of which Lvere Increased by tindmgs of his Use of a Dangerous Weapon 
m  the commtssion of the offenses, contrary to sec. 939.63, Stats. 

l Based on his “Alford“ pleas-‘, M r. Farr was convected on September 15, 1995, of 
one count of Bail Jumpmg, contrary to sec. 946.49(l)(b), Stats. (a class D felony), 
and one count of Communicatmg with Jurors, contrary to sec. 946.64, Stats. (a class 
E  felony) 

The Issue in this revtew of the board’s denial of M r. Farr’s applicatton for renewal of 
his license is whether those convictions constttute sufficient legal proof that M r. Farr poses a 
threat to “the public health, safety or welfare”, under sec. 440.08(4), Stats. Although this 
standard 1s different from that apphed in the disciplinary case (whtch is based on convictions 
per se), the board’s decision 1s still subject to the restricttons Imposed by the Fair 
Employment Act, which generally prohibits employment discnmination based on conviction 
record.s Under sec. 111.322, Stats., convections may not automatically be used as the basis 
for refusing to hire, employ, admtt or lrcense a person based on his/her conviction record, 
and although an argument can be made that denying an application for license renewal is 
different from refirsmg to license, the distinction would be too tine. The Fair Employment 
statutes contain an important exception to this prohibition, howe&, by excluding from the 
definition of “employment discnmination” the situation in which “the circumstances of a 
conviction are substantially related to the circumstances of the practice of a particular job or 

3 A  dtscussmn of this issue can be found tn footnote 1 of the proposed decision riled m  the 
companion dtsctplmary case. 

4 This plea was created when the U.S. Supreme Court approved the action of the ma1 court ln &Lth 
Carolina, 400 U.S. 25 (1970) m  allowing a new type of plea, m  addition to “guihy”, “not 
guilty”, and “no contest”. The court permuted the defendant m  a capital murder case to plead, In 
essence, “not guilty but no contest” to second-degree murder, mamtammg his innocence but 
choosmg to avoid contestmg the case in a jury ma1 whtch would have exposed him to the death 
penalty if found gushy of first-degree murder. The use of Alford pleas m  non-capttai cases IS patently 
mcongmous, but smce Circuit Courts are finding defendants gmhy of non-capital offenses based on 
Alford pleas and distmguishmg them from “no contest” pleas on the certificates of conviction, the 
situation must be recogmzed and handled in a way which gives effect to the Circuit Court’s action in 
finding the defendant guilty, without derogating the defendant’s stance of innocence. The Alford plea 
does not lead to any issue m  the disciphnaty case smce the standard there is simply whether M r. Fan 
has been convicted. In the dental, however, the standard is whether M r. Farr constitutes a danger to 
the health, welfare or safety of the public, and the Alford plea comphcates the analysis considerably. 

5 Sets. 111.321, 111.322, and 111.325, Stats. 
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l icensed acnvity”.6 The proposed dectston filed m the related disctplinary case dtscusses the 
“substanttal relationshtp” standard and concludes that Mr. Farr’s convtcnons for “Threats to 
Injure or Accuse of Crime” and “Use of a Dangerous Weapon” are not substannally related 
to the practtce of accountmg. That concluston carries over mto this case. and iMr. Fair’s first 
two convtcnons cannot form the basts for a demal of his apphcatton, 

The other two convtctions. combined with the board’s earlier dtsciplinary acttons against Mr. 
Fan, would provtde a sufficient basts for the dectsion reached by the board that he posed a threat to 
the public health, welfare or safety, were it not for the nature of the pleas which led to those 
convictions. As dtscussed m footnote 4 above, an Alford plea permits the defendant to maintain his 
or her innocence even as the court finds him or her gutlty and enters aJudgment of conviction. A 
court must examine the factual basis for the plea and tt must find “a strong proof of gutlt” before 
accepting it, but nevertheless, the proof need not be “beyond a reasonable doubt”, and a conviction 
based on an Alford plea IS not conclustve proof that the defendant actually committed the 
underlying offenses. State v. &n&t, 202 Wis.2d 21, 27, 549 N.W.2d 232 (1996). An issue closely 
related to the one in this case was considered by the Court of Appeals in State ex rel. Warren v, 
Schwartz, 211 Wis.Zd 708, _ N.W.2d _ (Ct.App., May 15, 1997). In that case, Mr. Warren was 
placed on probation based on his Alford plea to sexual assault of a child. His probation was later 
revoked when he faded to cooperate with sexual offender counseling, because he continued to 
profess his mnocence, which made him unwilling, and even unable, to participate in counseling 
which required him to admit gtnlt. Even though the court’s conclusion was that Mr. Warren’s 
probation could be revoked for his failure to cooperate fully with the rules of his probation, the 
discussion implicitly recognizes that he retains his right to mainta& his mnocence, even though in 
his case it canted serious negative consequences. 

In this case, as a practical matter, the convictions are proof only that a court found Mr. Fats 
guilty, not that he committed the acts charged. The convictions provide insufficient legal proof that 
Mr. Fats communicated with jurors or violated the terms of his bond for the board to use them as the 
basis for a demal. This may seem like a very tine distinction, but it is required by the COUITS 

acceptance of the Alford pleas. Since the burden is on the department to substantiate the basis for 
the board’s actton, and the Alford pleas rob the convictions of any proof that the defendant 
committed the underlying acts, the board’s denial of Mr. Fan’s application for renewal ofhis 
license must be overturned and reversed, and the application must be approved effective on January 
1, 1996. 

This decision limits itself to a review of the board’s basis for denial and finds it lacking. 
During the course of the hearing, however, other evidence was presented whtch was not available to 
the board at the time it made its decision, and upon which a denial could now legitimately be based. 
Mr. Farr offered testimony to explain his offenses which could be considered by the board 
independently of his convictions. He testtfied that he failed to appear for his scheduled criminal 
trial (because on the very date of trial he filed an action for an injunction against the Dane County 
Court and the prosecutor) [transcript, pp. 194-1951. He further testified that he sent copies of 

6sec. 111.335(1)(~)1,stats. 
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mottons to a juror m hts case (because he “wanted her to know Just what was gomg on tn thts 
county”) [transcript. p 1951. This proposed dectston does not weigh thts testimony agamst the 
standard of the “pubhc health. safety or welfare”, but tf the board were to reconsider tMr. Fat-r’s 
applicanon, his heanng testtmony would provtde more sohd ground for demal than do hts 
convtcttons. 

This proposed dectston concludes that the board’s acnon denymg Mr. Farr’s application 
must be reversed. In addition, sec. RL 2.1 S(3), Wis. Admtn. Code, hmits the authonty to 
impose costs m a final dectston to dtsctpiinary cases. For these reasons, the costs of the 
denial hearmg should not and may not be assessed agatnst Mr. Fan. Since the dental case 
and the disciplinary case have run roughly parallel throughout all of the proceedings, the cost 
of the dtsciplinary proceedtng alone is approxrmately one-half of the total cost, and Mr. Fan 
was ordered to repay that amount in the dtsciplinary case. No costs should be unposed in 
this case. 

Dated and signed: November lg. 1997 

Department~~gulation and Licensing 
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF REGULATION & LICENSING 

Marlene A Cummmgs 
secretary 

Tommy G Thompson 
GOVerllOr 

May 28, 1998 

Dennis L. Farr 
736 Third Street 
Baraboo, W I 53913 

Dear M r. Fan: 

Enclosed are the Final Decision and Orders of the W isconsin Accounting Examining Board, in 
the proceedings entitled In the Matter of Dmrplmary Proceedmgs Agamst Dennrs L. Farr, 
Respondent (Case No. LS 9607161 ACC), and In the Matter of the Applicatton for Renewal of 
License to Practice as a Certified Public Accountant of Dennis L. Farr, Applicant (Case No. LS 
9608281 ACC). 

As you are aware, the disciplinary proceeding involved your certificate to practice as a CPA, 
while the license renewal proceeding related to your application to renew the ti granted 
under that certificate for the 1996-1997 biennium. 

The Final Decision and Order respecting your license renewd for 1996-1997, affirms the 
proposed decisron of the ALJ that your license be renewed for the prior biennium. However, that 
decision does not perm it you to practice at this time in light of the board’s Final Decision and 
Order m  the disciplmary proceeding regarding your underlying certificate. 

The decision in the disciplinaty proceeding against your certificate suspends your right to 
practice as a CPA for a period of at least one year, with reinstatement subject to the submission 
and approval of the evidence of rehabilitation listed in that Order. 

Sincerely, A  c) 

Donald R. Rittel, Attorney 
Office of Board Legal Services 

cc: Attorney Steven M . Glee 



STATE OF WISCONSIN 
DEPARTMENT OF REGULATION AND LICENSING 
REFORE THE ACCOUNTING EXAMINING BOARD 

In the Matter of the Application for Renewal of License to Practice as a Certified Public 
Accountant of 

Dennis L. Farr, AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

Applicant. 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

COUNTY OF DANE 

I, Kate Rotenberg, having been duly sworn on oath, state the following to be true and 
correct based on my personal knowledge: 

1. I am employed by the Wisconsin Department of Regulation and Licensing. 

2. On May 28, 1998, I served the Final Decision and Order dated May 28, 1998, 
with Cover Letter, LS9608281ACC, upon the Applicant Dermis L. Farr by enclosing a true and 
accurate copy of the above-described document in an envelope properly stamped and addressed 
to the above-named Applicant and placing the envelope in the State of Wisconsin mail system to 
be mailed by the United States Post Office by certified mail. The certified mail receipt number 
on the envelope is P 221 158 936. 

3. The address used for mailing the Decision is the address that appears in the 
records of the Department as the Applicant’s last-known address and is: 

Dennis L. Farr 
736 Third Street 
Baraboo WI 53913 

Office of Legal Counsel 
Subscribed and sworn to before me 

this 2tcL day of VMpc! , 1998. 

z!&L. &.+-szL 
Notary Public>tate of%isconsin 
My commission is permanent. 
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TO: DENNIS L FARR 
XOTICE OF RIGHTS OF APPE.4L 

zany person aezzeved by this order mav file a  wntten permo” for rehearme W ldmt 20 days after sa+e of 
ihls order. 55 prowded m  sectton 227.~9 ,,f the.W isconsm Statures. The 20 day penod commences On the day Of 
PersOnai Semce or the dau of maduw of this declslon. The date oi mading oidws Final Dectsmn 1s shown above. 

A petltton for rchearmg should name as respondent and be tiled wth the paw ldenufied below. 
A perrtion for reheamg shall spe&y in demd the grounds for relref sou@tt and supponmg autbotities. 

Rehearmg wll be gnuted only on the bxls of some matenal error of law, materrai error of fact. or new evidence 
SUffiCientiy stmng to reverse or modifv the order whlcb could not have been prev!ousiy discovered by due dil igence. 
ihe ‘+nCY may order a  rehearmg or enter an order d lsposmg of the pention wthout a  heanng. If the agency dc+es not 
cmr an order d lsposmg of&e petmon wlrhm 30 davs oftbe tiling oitbe petmon. the petmon shall be deemed 10 have 
ken demed at the end of the 30 day period. 

A PetItton for tehearmg IS not a  prerequwre for judicial revmw. 
6. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

bY PelXOll aggrieved by this declslon may pewion for Judicial rewew as speclt ied in SeNOn 227.53, 
W isconsm Stauxes (copy on revene side). -& perltlon for Judicial review must be filed ut circuit court where the 
PetItlOner resides, except if the petitioner 1s a  non-resident oftbe state. the proceedings shall be ~1 the shut COtttt for 
Dane County. The peution should name ii~ dte respondent the DeparanenS @ rd. Exammlng Board or Affiliated 
Ctientlaiing Board which issued the Final Declalon Md  Order. 
be served UPOtt tk mspottdentat the address listed below. 

A copy of the petition for Judicial review must ako 

A petition for judicial review mut be sewed pe~o&ly or by certified mad on the respondent and fikd W itb 
the COW W Ithin 30 days after service of the Final Dectslon ad Order if there IS no peution for rehearing, Or W ithin 30 
days after service of the order fmally d isposmg of a  petItion for rehearmg, or wthin 30 days after the fm?J diiPOsiti0tt 
by OPemtlon of law of any petmon for reheme. Cow have held that the right to !udxiai review of administrattve 
%encv decmns IS dependent  uPon smct compi lance ,,,,tb the requ~cments of sec. 227.53 (I) (a), Stats. This sfafllfe 
requres. aOK3 Other things, that a  permon for rewew be served upon tbe agency and be tiled wrtb the Cierk Of the 
Cram C0u-t wthitt the applicable thkty day period. 

The 30 daY ptiod for serving and filing a  petition for judicial rewew cementer on tbC day after p=Onai 
belie or mailing of the Final Deciston and Order by the agency, or, if a  petttion for reheattrIg has bea timely filed 
the &Y afreT PerSOnal Ser~tce or mading of a  fmai decision or disposition by tbe agency of the PetiriOtt for rehhg, 
or he day aft- the iii diipo~lti~n by opcratron of the law of a  pe&n for rehearing. The dare of mug of this 
Fii DeClslon and Order is, shown above. 

‘he Petition shall state the name of the peationer’s ~U~SL the facu showing that the petiti~ttw is a  ~rnon 
aggneved by the decision. and the grounds specrfied in seaon 227.57, W isconsm Statutes. upon which the P*itioner 
Cmends that the decision should be reversed or modified. The petition shall be entitled in the name of the PaOn 
se”‘i”g it = Petitioner and the Respondent  as described bet,,,,,. 

s=k’E PETITION FOR REHEARING OR JUDICIAL REVIEW ON: 
STATE OF W ISCONSIN ACCOUNTING EXAMINING BOARD 

1400 East Washmgton Avenue 
P.O. Box 8935 

Madison W I 53708-8935 


